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DETAILED ACTION 

RBsponse to Preliminary Amendment 

1. As per Applicant's instructions as filed on 12/05/03, claim 19 has been newly 
added. 

Response to Remarks 

2. Applicant's rennarks filed on 12/05/03 have been fully considered but are not 
persuasive. 

Applicant argues there is no teaching in Pickering or in Murphy references that- 
one must detect both the errors before transformation and the error after transformation , 
therefore, there is no motivation to combine the two teachings to make claim 1 obvious. 
Applicant further argues that two references are contradictory In the implementation of 
the transformation, thereby directing one away from a combination of their respective 
teaching. 

In response, it is a fact that Pickering and/or in Murphy references does not 
detect both the errors before transformation and the error after transformation. 
However, the claim does not state one must detect both the errors before 
transformation and the error after transformation , but only detects an error in the block, 
as a response to either oi the first and second reference values being greater than the 
first and respectively the second threshold value (emphasis added on conditional 
detection). Importantly, the claim 1 detects both enters (one error or the other error at a 
time) only after the transformation and generation of the second reference value, and by 
choosing either of the first and second reference values being greater than the first and 
respectively the second threshold value, which can't be interpreted as detecting both 
the errors before transformation and the error after transfonmation . 

As discussed in the last Office action from parent application 09/433,490 as filed 
on 4/28/03, Pickering discloses all of the claimed subject matter with the exception of 
generafing a first reference value representing the variations in information about spatial 
frequency distribution within the block, comparing the first reference value to a first 
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threshold, and detecting an error in the block when the first reference value is greater 
than the first threshold value. 

However, Murphy et al teaches generating a first reference value representing 
the variations in information about spatial frequency distribution within the block, 
comparing the first reference value to a first threshold, and detecting an error in the 
block when the first reference value is greater than the first threshold value for providing 
an improved method/apparatus for detecting presence of errors in a video signal (Fig. 4; 
col. 1 , lines 45-47). In other words, Murph/s reference is teaching substantially the 
same claimed concepts as Pickering, with only one difference being the generation of a 
signal prior to the transformation, whereas Pickering claimed concept is based on 
generation of a signal after the transformation. 

Furthermore, in contrast to Applicant's assertion that two references are 
contradictory in the implementation of the transformation, its rather one reference 
teaching the generation of a signal prior to the transformation, whereas other reference 
(Pickering) teaching the generation of a signal after the transformation, of which neither 
has to contradict one another in the implementation of the transformation, but rather an 
alternative/variation method in detecting presence of errors in a video signal, because 
as stated above, the claim 1 detects both errors (one error or the other error at a time) 
only after the transfomiation and generation of the second reference value , and by 
choosing e^WTer of the first and second reference values being greater than the first and 
respectively the second threshold value . 

Therefore, it would have been considered obvious to a person of ordinary skill in 
the relevant art employing a method for decoding compressed video as taught by 
Pickering et al to incorporate/combine the Murphy's teaching as discussed above so as 
to generate a first reference value represenfing the variations in infonnation about 
spatial frequency distribution within the block, to compare the first reference value to a 
first threshold, and to detect an error in the block, as a response to either of the first and 
second reference values being greater than the first and respectively the second 
threshold value as an alternative method for providing an improved method/apparatus 
for detecting presence of errors in a video signal (motivation). 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which fomns the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art 
are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to 
a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be 
negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claims 1-4, 8-9, 11-12, and 14-18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Pickering et a! (XP-000898158) in view of Murphy et al (5,745,169) 
as previously discussed in the last Office action from parent application 09/433,490 as 
filed on 4/28/03. 

Note: the detailed rejection will not be repeated since the cunrently pending 
claims 1-4, 8-9, 11-12, and 14-18 are identical to the corresponding claims 1-4, 8-9, 11- 
12, and 14-18 rejected in the last Office action from parent application 09/433,490 as 
filed on 4/28/03. 

f 

5. Claim 5 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Pickering 
et al and Murphy et al as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of Shimoda et al 
(5,703,889) as previously discussed in the last Office action from parent application 
09/433.490 as filed on 4/28/03. 

Note: the detailed rejection will not be repeated since the currently pending claim 
5 is identical to the corresponding claim 5 rejected in the last Office action from parent 
application 09/433,490 as filed on 4/28/03. 

6. Claim 13 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Pickering et al and Murphy et al as applied to claim 2 above, and further in view of 
Murata (5,535,013) as previously discussed in the last Office action from parent 
application 09/433,490 as filed on 4/28/03. 
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Note: the detailed rejection will not be repeated since the currently pending claim 
13 is identical to the corresponding claim 13 rejected in the last Office action from 
parent application 09/433.490 as filed on 4/28/03. 

7. Claim 19 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
. Pickering et al (XP-000898158) in view of Murphy et al (5,745.169) and Shimoda et al 
(5.703.889). 

Regarding claim 19, Pickering et al in view of Murphy et a! discloses 
substantially all of the claimed limitations (with the exception of one feature, see next 
paragraph), which is substantially similar with respect to claim 1 as discussed above. 
Pickering et al discloses the second test comprising Its detailed limitations, and Murphy 
et al teaches the first test comprising its detailed limitations (see claim 1 discussion). 

Pickering et al and Murphy et al fail to disclose dividing DCT coefficients of the 
video data block into at least a low-frequency group and a high-frequency group. 

However, Shimoda et al teaches an error detecting decoder comprising a 
concept of dividing DCT coefficients of the video data block into at least a low-frequency 
group and a high-frequency group so that low-frequency group/components are free 
from the influence of errors caused in the high-frequency group/components, thereby 
reducing a visual deterioration (abs.; Fig. 24, 92; col. 23, lines 51-54). 

Therefore, it would haye been considered obvious to a person of ordinary skill in 
the relevant art employing a method for decoding compressed video as taught by 
Pickering et al to incorporate/combine the Murphy's teachings as discussed above so 
as to generate a first reference value representing the variations in information about 
spatial frequency distribution within the block, to compare the first reference value to a 
first threshold, and to detect an error in the block, as a response to either o f the first and 
second reference values being greater than the first and respectively the second 
threshold value as an alternative method for providing an improved method/apparatus 
for detecting presence of errors in a video signal, and also incorporate Shimoda et al's 
teaching as above so that low-frequency group/components are free from the influence 
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of errors caused in the high-frequency group/components, thereby reducing a visual 
deterioration. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

8. Claims 6-7 and 10 are objected to as being dependent upon rejected base claim 
1 , but would be allowable: 

if claim 6 is rewritten in independent fomn including all of the limitations of the 
base claim 1 and any intervening claims; or 

if claim 10 is rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of the 
base claim 1 and any intervening claims. 

Dependent claims 6 and 10 recite novel features (claims 6 and 10 each as a 
whole emphasized), wherein the prior art of record fails to anticipate or make obvious 
the novel features. 

Accordingly, if the amendments are made to the claims listed above, and if 
rejected claims are canceled, the application would be placed in condition for allowance. 

Conclusion 

9. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
Applicant's disclosure. 

A) Nakatani et al (5,708,732), Data processor using orthogonal transformation. 

B) Chien et al (5,621 ,467) Temporal spatial error concealment 
apparatus/method. 

C) Hourrunranta (EP 0,999,709 A2), Error detection in low bit rate transmission. 

1 0. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
Examiner should be directed to Shawn S. An whose telephone number is 571-272-7324. 

1 1 . The fax phone number for the organization where this application or proceeding 
is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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12. Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status infomiation for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more infomiation about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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